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REMARKS 

Applicants respond herein to each of the issues raised in the Office Action. 
Applicants appreciate the thorough examination of the present application as illustrated by the 
Office Action and the indication of allowable subject matter in originally filed Claims 16 and 
37 While various of the claims have been placed in a form indicated as allowable by the 
amendments above, Applicants submit the remaining claims are in form for allowance at least 
as the cited art fails to disclose or suggested the soft baking temperature of "about 100°C to 
about 300°C" as recited in these claims as will be more fully discussed below. 

The Prior Art Rejections: 

Claims 1, 3-6, 8-14, 22-23 and 25-30 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by United States Patent Application No. 2004/0038493 to Shi et al. ("Shi"). 
Claims 2, 7, 15, 17-21, 24 and 31-36 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being 
unpatentable over Shih. Office Action, pp. 2-3. Applicants submit that the claims are 
patentable over the cited art for the various reasons discussed below. 

Independent Claims 15 and 31 Are in a Form Indicated as Allowable: 

Claim 1 5 has been amended to incorporate the recitations of objected to Claim 16. 
Claim 31 has been amended to incorporate the recitations of objected to Claim 37. 
Accordingly, the rejections of independent Claims 15 and 31 should be withdrawn as these 
claims are now in a form indicated as allowable. 

Independent Claims 1, 18 and 32 Are Patentable: 

Claims 18 and 32 have been amended to independent form including recitations 
previously found in the independent claims from which they depended. Independent Claim 1 
has been amended to incorporate recitations from originally filed Claim 7. Claim 7 has been 
canceled in light of the amendments to Claim 1. As such, the rejections of independent 
Claims 1, 1 8 and 32 will be addressed particularly with reference to the rejection of Cla,ms 1, 
18 and 32 in the Office Action. The Office Action implicitly acknowledges that Shih does 
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„„, disclose son baking an SOG fi.m a, a ,empera,u,e from "abou, 100^ ,0 abou, WC» as 
,eci,ed in independent Claims 1, 18 and 32. However, ,he Office Ae.io„ sudes ft* 

It would have been prima facia obvious to one skilled " 
employ anTof a variety of differ** process parameuns durmg .he soft bakmg 

° f ""^rnTvely it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to 

the rate, and the quality of the soft baking process. 
Office Action, p. 5. 

Applicants respectfolly submit ft* this rejection should be wtthdmwn as the 
specification indicates that fine r«=i,ed range is no, simp* a case where "the selection of 
particu,* values for these variables wou>d no, necessiu* any undo experimemaaon, whtch 
wouldhavebeenindtciveofunexpecedresul,,- Office Acton, p. 5. As s,a,ed ,n the 

present application; 

about 150°C, the SOG mm may j ^ 

process. 

Specificadon, page 8, lines 5-1 3 (emphasis added). Thus, as conned with fire "below 
400-C" baktngdescribed in Shih. independent Claims 1, 18 and 32 recite bo* an upper and 



